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INSPECTOR GENERAL
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE
ARLINGTON. VIRGINIA 22202

June 16, 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (FINANCIAL
MANAGEMENT AND COMPTROLLER)
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
(FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND COMPTROLLER)
DIRECTOR, JOINT STAFF

SUBJECT: Evaluation Report on Joint Professional Military Education Phase II
(Report No. 98-156)

We are providing this evaluation report for review and comment. We
considered management comments on a draft of this report in preparing the final
report. Finding paragraphs A and B were revised based on comments from the Joint
Staff.

The Navy, the Air Force, and the Marine Corps comments on the draft report
conformed to the requirements of DoD Directive 7650.3, and left no unresolved issues.
Therefore, no additional comments are required from the Services. Based on
comments from the Air Force, we deleted the Air Force from Recommendation A.1.c.

The Joint Staff did not provide the anticipated completion date of the study
planned in response to Recommendation B.1., nor a concurrence or nonconcurrence
with the potential monetary benefits. We request the Director, Joint Staff provide
additional comments in response to this final report by August 17, 1998.

We appreciate the courtesies extended to the evaluation staff. Questions on the
evaluation should be directed to Ms. Judith Heck, at (703) 604-9575 (DSN 664-9575),
e-mail address jheck@dodig.osd.mil. See Appendix E for the report distribution. The
evaluation team members are listed inside the back cover.

Robert J. Lieberman
Assistant Inspector General
for Auditing




Office of the Inspector General, DoD

Report No. 98-156 June 16, 1998
(Project No. TRB-9038)

Joint Professional Military Education
Phase 11

Executive Summary

Introduction. The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of
1986 (Goldwater-Nichols Act) requires DoD to establish joint billets and develop a
program of joint education. Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) is that
portion of professional military education which concentrates on the instruction of joint
matters. JPME consists of a two-phase military educational requirement. Phase I is
incorporated into the curriculum taught to officers at Service-operated staff colleges.
The Phase II program deals with integrated strategic deployment, employment, and
sustainment of air, land, sea, space, and special operations forces with an emphasis on
joint planning. The primary institution tasked with teaching JPME Phase II is the
Armed Forces Staff College (AFSC). The Industrial College of the Armed Forces and
the National War College also provide both JPME Phase I and Phase II for senior-level
officers. The Goldwater-Nichols Act also requires DoD to periodically review and
revise the curriculum of each JPME school to enhance the education and training of
officers in joint matters. Subsequent legislation mandates that the primary course at the
AFSC be at least 3 months long. Of 9,317 joint billets identified in 1997, the
Goldwater-Nichols Act requires that half (4,659 billets) must be filled by joint specialty
officers or nominees. '

Evaluation Objectives. The evaluation objective was to determine whether the JPME
Phase II program was meeting the provisions of the Goldwater-Nichols Act. We
assessed the Services’ processes for assignment of officers to JPME Phase II and their
management of joint officer assignments. In addition, we evaluated the role of the
AFSC in the education of joint officers and the development of joint specialty officers.
We did not, however, review or analyze the content of the JPME Phase II curriculum.
We reviewed management controls relative to the evaluation objectives.

Evaluation Results. DoD established a joint educational program and joint officer
management policies as required by the Goldwater-Nichols Act. However, in
November 1997, there was a shortfall of 189 JPME Phase II uates in joint billets.
This shortfall limited the number of JPME Phase II-trained officers required by the
Goldwater-Nichols Act (Finding A).

The length of the JPME Phase II 12-week course at the AFSC needs to be reevaluated
while maintaining the quality of the education. The length of the course is mandated
by Title 10, United States Code, Section 663 (10 U.S.C. 663). Reducing the length of
the course and adding another course at the AFSC could result in an increased
throughput of approximately 200 or more students annually (Finding B).

Lower per diem costs could be realized if the JPME Phase II course length is reduced.
See Part I for a discussion of the evaluation results and Appendix D for a summary of

potential benefits.
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Management Controls. The management controls we reviewed were effective in that
we found no material weaknesses. See Appendix A for details on the management
control program. :

Summary of Recommendations. We recommend that Navy, Air Force, and Marine
Corps personnel managers maximize the practice of sending officers to the AFSC en
route to joint billets. We also recommend that the Navy, the Air Force, and the
Marine Corps, schedule officers, who attend the AFSC after reporting to their joint
billets, as early as possible within the first year of their joint assignments. Further, we
recommend that the Navy and the Marine Corps aggressively use alternate student lists
for JPME Phase II to take advantage of any seats vacated. We recommend that the
Navy send more officers to joint assignments after they attend the AFSC. We
recommend that the Director, Joint Staff, designate a single point of contact to
coordinate last minute JPME Phase II course substitutions. We also recommend that
the Director, Joint Staff, examine the JPME Phase I course and determine how much
it can be shortened while still maintaining the quality of joint education and achieving
the desired benefits of multi-Service acculturation. Further, we recommend that the
Director, Joint Staff, confirm combatant commanders’ support for a shortened JPME
Phase II course at the next commanders’ conference and determine what change to

10 U.S.C. 663 is deemed necessary.

Management Comments. The Navy stated that it established a priority assignment
policy, giving AFSC seats to officers en route to or within the first year of their joint
assignments. It will aggressively pursue sending officers to JPME Phase II within the
first year of their joint assignments, and will make every effort to detail AFSC
graduates to joint activities. The Air Force stated that it improved its number of joint
officers attending en route to the AFSC and will continue to maximize this practice.
Further, the Air Force is sending 81 percent of its officers to the school within the first
year of their joint assignments, and will continue to make that a priority. The

Marine Corps stated that it will fill as many quotas as possible with officers en route to
their joint assignments. It is, however, limited by organizations who are unwilling to
accept a 3-month gap in a position. Further, the Marine Corps will make every effort
to schedule officers for the AFSC within the first year of their joint tours and will
continue to aggressively use standby lists. The Joint Staff stated that it designated a
single point of contact (J-7) to coordinate substitutions at the school. Further, it is
reviewing all JPME objectives, course length, faculty, and instructive modes, and will
coordinate recommendations with the combatant commanders. We received unsolicited
comments from the U.S. Central Command and the U.S. Pacific Command. Both
commands agreed with sending officers to the AFSC en route to joint billets and
supported a reduction in course length. See Part I for a discussion of the comments
and Part III for the full text of the comments.

Evaluation Response. The Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps comments on the
draft report were responsive. However, we request that the Director, Joint Staff
provide the anticipated completion date of the study planned in response to the
recommendation to shorten courses and a concurrence or nonconcurrence with potential
monetary benefits by August 17, 1998.

ii
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Part I - Evaluation Results




Evaluation Background

Introduction. Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) is that portion of
professional military education which concentrates on the instruction of joint
matters. It is geared toward providing officers with a broad base of joint
professional knowledge and developing officers with experience and education
to improve strategic and operational capabilities of joint forces. JPME consists
of a two-phase military educational requirement. Phase I is incorporated into
the curriculum taught to officers at Service-operated staff colleges. Phase II is
the follow-on portion of that educational process and complements Phase I. The
Phase II program deals with integrated strategic deployment, employment, and
sustainment of air, land, sea, space, and special operations forces with an
emphasis on join;?lanning. The main provider of Phase II education is the
Armed Forces Staff College (AFSC) in Norfolk, Virginia. Both phases of
JPME are available for senior-level military personnel at the Industrial College
of the Armed Forces and the National War College, both located at Fort
McNair, Washington, D.C. The three colleges have the capacity of graduating
an average of 1,200 officers with JPME Phase II education each year.

Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986. In
1986, Congress passed the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense
Reorganization Act (Goldwater-Nichols Act). The Goldwater-Nichols Act
requires DoD to establish joint billets and to develop a program of joint
education. It tasks the Secretary of Defense, with advice from the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), to enhance the education and training of
certain lofﬁcers in joint matters and to periodically review and revise joint
curriculum.

Professional Military Education Panel. In 1987, Congress established a
working group, the Professional Military Education Panel (the Skelton Panel),
chaired by Congressman Ike Skelton of Missouri, to determine how DoD was
implementing the JPME requirements of the Goldwater-Nichols Act. The
Skelton Panel issued a report in April 1989 recommending a two-phase
approach to JPME, with Phase I accomplished at the intermediate Service
colleges and Phase II at the AFSC. The panel also recommended that the
Phase II course be 3 months in length. Before April 1989, the AFSC was
teaching the 6-month Joint Combined Staff Officer School primarily for
lieutenant commanders and majors, graduating two classes each year. In 1990,
the AFSC adjusted its program to comply with congressional requirements for
JPME. The AFSC revised its curriculum by replacing the 6-month course with
a two-level curriculum (intermediate and senior) to 8rovide Phase IT joint
education. Intermediate-level officers completed a 9-week curriculum while
senior officers were in a 5-week JPME Phase II curriculum. In 1991, the
intermediate course was expanded to 12 weeks. In 1994, the senior course was
also expanded to 12 weeks.

Joint Policy Guidance. The Goldwater-Nichols Act requires DoD to establish
joint officer management policies. DoD Directive 1300.19, “DoD Joint Officer
Management Program,” September 9, 1997, and DoD Instruction 1300.20,
“DoD Joint Officer Management Program Procedures,” December 20, 1996,
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provide the required guidance, assigning overall responsibility for the
monitoring of the Joint Officer Management Program to the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Force Management Policy). Additionally, the CJCS has specific
responsibility for implementing Office of the Secretary of Defense policies
regarding the Joint Officer Management Program and for formulating policies
for training and educating Armed Forces personnel. The CJCS issued an
implementing instruction, CJCS Instruction 1800.01, “Officer Professional
Military Education Policy,” March 1, 1996, which promulgates policies,
p;ocfefciiures, objectives, and responsibilities for professional military education
of officers.

Joint Staff. Although the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management
Policy) has overall responsibility for the management of the Joint Officer
Management Program, the Joint Staff is tasked with implementing the program.
Two Joint Staff directorates, the Director for Manpower and Personnel (J-1) and
the Director for Operational Plans and Interoperability (J-7), play important
roles in the Joint Officer Management Program. The J-1 maintains the database
for joint personnel and coordinates with the Services on selection of personnel
to become joint specialty officers (JSOs). The J-7 has overall responsibility for
oversight and accreditation of the military college system.

National Defense University. The parent organization of the colleges
providing JPME Phase II is the National Defense University, located at Fort
McNair, Washington, D.C. Three National Defense University colleges
provide JPME Phase II to military officers: the AFSC, the Industrial College
of the Armed Forces, and the National War College. The AFSC offers

two JPME Phase II courses, both 12 weeks long: an intermediate course for
junior-level commanders, lieutenant commanders, junior-level lieutenant
colonels, and majors; and a senior course for colonels, captains, senior-level
lieutenant colonels, and senior-level commanders. The intermediate course is
offered four times each year and graduates an average of 200 students per class.
The senior course is offered three times each year and graduates an average of
30 students per class. The Industrial College of the Armed Forces and the
National War College provide a 10-month curriculum for senior-level officers
and graduate approximately 300 students per year; their graduates are certified
as having met the requirements of both JPME Phase I and Phase II.

Role of the Services. Personnel centers for the Services play the central role in
assigning officers to joint billets and in selecting officers tor JPME Phase 1II.
Each Service has a separate, dedicated branch to oversee joint officer matters.
The Services are responsible for selecting personnel to attend JPME Phase II
and for assigning personnel to follow-on joint duty. The Services are
responsible for managing assignments to ensure the DoD is in compliance with
the Goldwater-Nichols Act requirements by maximizing the temporary duty
(TDY) assignment of personnel to the AFSC when they are en route to their
joint assignment (TDY en route) so that key jobs at joint organizations are not
left vacant. In accordance with CJCS Instruction 1800.01, an officer who
cannot attend TDY en route, due to the limited capacity of the AFSC, should be
sent TDY to attend the course within the first year of the joint tour and then
returned to duty (TDY and return). Given these constraints, Joint Staff
procedures encourage each Service component responsible for assigning
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personnel to JPME Phase II to maintain a standbj; list to fill those seats that
might otherwise go vacant. See Appendix C for a description of Service
selection and coordination procedures for JPME Phase II.

Joint Duty Assignment List. The Joint Duty Assignment List (JDAL) is a
consolidated list of joint duty assignment billets approved by the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Force Management Policy). Billets on the JDAL are
those positions in a multi-Service activity that involve the employment or
support of the air, land, or sea forces of at least two of the three Military

ents. Throughout 1997, the JDAL fluctuated between 9,172 and
9,359 joint billets.

Joint Specialty Officers. The Goldwater-Nichols Act requires DoD to fill

50 percent of JDAL billets with JSOs or JSO nominees. Officers eligible to be
designated JSOs have completed both phases of JPME and have served a full
tour in a billet on the JDAL. The Military Departments review the records of
officers who meet the criteria and recommend officers to the Secretary of
Defense for final designation as JSOs. Officers serving in joint billets who have
completed both phases of JPME are considered JSO nominees. Additionally,
officers serving in up to 12 1/2 percent of JDAL billets who possess a critical
occupational specialty are also considered JSO nominees, regardless of whether
or not they have completed JPME Phase II. Each Service has the responsibility
of ensuring that 50 percent of JDAL billets are filled with JSOs or nominees.

Evaluation Objectives

The evaluation objective was to determine whether the JPME Phase II program
was meeting the provisions of the Goldwater-Nichols Act. We assessed the
Services’ processes for assignment of officers to JPME Phase II and their
management of joint officer assignments. In addition, we evaluated the role of
the AFSC in the education of joint officers and the development of JSOs.
Finally, we reviewed management controls relative to the evaluation objectives.
Appendix A describes the evaluation scope and methodology and the results of
the review of management controls. Appendix B summarizes prior coverage
related to the evaluation objective. Appendix C provides additional background
information pertaining to the evaluation.




Finding A. Shortage of Joint
Professional Military Education
Phase II Graduates

In November 1997, there was a shortfall of 189 JPME Phase I
graduates in joint billets. Factors contributing to this shortfall were the
timing of attendance, the assignment of Navy graduates to other than
joint billets, the empty seats caused by late withdrawals, and the
throughput at the Armed Forces Staff College due to its limited capacity.
This shortfall limited the number of JPME Phase II-trained officers
required by the Goldwater-Nichols Act.

Requirements of the Goldwater-Nichols Act

DoD was meeting the Goldwater-Nichols Act requirement to establish policies,
procedures, and practices for officers oriented and trained toward joint matters.
However, not enough officers assigned to joint billets were being sent to JPME
Phase II prior to or during a joint assignment. The Goldwater-Nichols Act
requirement that 50 percent of JDAL billets must be filled by JSOs or nominees
was not being met.

Capacity of the JPME Phase II Institutions

The AFSC provides the largest number of JPME Phase II graduates. The
annual capacity of its intermediate program is 810 students, and the annual
capacity of its senior program is 90 students. If filled to maximum capacity,
and with a 100 percent completion rate, the AFSC could graduate 900 students
each year. Annually, the capacity of the Industrial College of the Armed
Forces and the National War College is approximately 300. The Goldwater-
Nichols Act requires that more than 50 percent of the graduates of the Industrial
College of the Armed Forces and the National War College be sent to joint
billets following graduation. Combined, the three colleges can graduate enough
JPME Phase 1I graduates to fill half of all JDAL billets.

Number of JPME Phase II Graduates. There was a shortfall of officers in
joint billets who were JPME Phase II graduates. In November 1997, the JDAL
consisted of 9,317 fjioint billets. The Goldwater-Nichols Act requires that 4,659
of those billets be filled by JSOs or nominees. As of November 1997, only
4,470 joint billets were filled by JSOs or nominees; 189 billets DoD-wide that
required JPME Phase II uates were not appropriately filled. During the
year 1997, the number of JDAL billets fluctuated from 9,172 to 9,359. When
the JDAL had 9,172 billets, the shortfall was 88. The Army was the only
Service that consistently met the Goldwater-Nichols Act requirements for




Finding A. Shortage of Joint Professional Military Education Phase Il Graduates

filling 50 percent of its joint billets with JSOs or nominees. The Air Force
generally met the requirements for filling 50 percent of its joint billets with
JSOs or nominees in 1997.

Shortfall Factors

We attributed the shortfall of JPME Phase II graduates to four factors: the
timing of attendance; the assignment of Navy graduates to other than joint
billets; the empty seats caused by late withdrawals; and the throughput at the
AFSC due to its limited capacity.

Timing of Attendance. To take full advantage of their joint education and to
ensure compliance with the Goldwater-Nichols Act, officers being sent to joint
billets should attend JPME Phase II as early as possible. The CJCS
Instruction 1800.01 states that, optimally, officers should complete their joint
education prior to or within the first year of their joint assignments. However,
limited course availability at the AFSC and Service assignment priorities
precluded most officers assigned to joint billets from going to the JPME

Phase II course TDY en route. Officers who attend the AFSC TDY en route
subsequently count as JPME Phase II graduates for the entire 36-month joint
tour. In academic year 1996, 264 officers (30 percent) who completed JPME
Phase II at the AFSC were TDY en route. In academic year 1997, 280

(33 percent) were TDY en route.

For officers attending the AFSC in a TDY and return status, the sooner they
attend, the longer they will count as a JSO nominee in a joint billet. In
academic year 1996, only 345 officers attending in a TDY and return status
completed JPME Phase II within the first year of their joint assignment;
231 attended after their first year. In emic year 1997, only 272 TDY and
return officers completed JPME Phase II within their first year; 241 attended
after their ﬁrstfgw. Services and joint activities are required to schedule and
release joint officers for course attendance as early in their joint tours as

ssible within the first year. The purpose is to maximize the use of education
in joint assignments and to facilitate Service compliance with statutory
reguirements. However, Service personnel managers reported they had minimal
influence over the release of officers by the combatant commands or other joint
agencies. Although the Services are responsible for joint officer education,
their control is limited if the organization to which the officer is assigned holds
the authority to release the officer to attend the AFSC JPME Phase II course.

Assignment to Joint Billets. Assigning AFSC graduates to non-joint billets
contributed to the shortage of JPME Phase II graduates filling JDAL billets. In
academic year 1996, the Navy sent 40 (19 percent) of its JPME Phase II
graduates to non-joint billets. In academic year 1997, the Navy sent 34

(18 percent) of its graduates to non-joint billets.

Late Withdrawals. Late withdrawals of officers from the JPME Phase II
attendance list at the AFSC resuited in unfilled course seats. Late withdrawals
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Finding A. Shortage of Joint Professional Military Education Phase I Graduates

were made by the joint activities to which officers were assigned. Efforts had
recently been concentrated on achieving 100 percent capacity at the AFSC;
however, only 241 of the 246 seats were filled in the September 1997 JPME
Phase II course. Three of the four Services did not meet their quotas for filling
seats. Organizations to which the officers were assigned withdrew a total of
28 officers less than 45 days prior to the course start date. Operational
necessity and mission requirements were the key reasons cited by the
organizations making the withdrawals. Substitutions were made for the
majority of the 28 withdrawals. The Air Force made the most aggressive and
effective use of its standby list, as evidenced by the Air Force filling

100 percent of its quota for academic year 1997 and filling vacant seats of other
Services. Although CJCS Instruction 1800.01 authorizes the president of the
National Defense University to reallocate unfilled university spaces, that level
of control is not practical, and organizations involved in the scheduling process
stated it was not clear which office adjudicates the question of moving unfilled
billets from one Service to another.

Seats at the AFSC are highly sought after by other officers serving in joint
assignments, and there is a pool of officers assigned to joint billets who have
not had the opportunity to attend JPME Phase II. Every course that had vacant
seats not only decreased the cost-effectiveness of the AFSC, but also contributed
to the shortage of JPME Phase II graduates.

Limited Capacity. The capacity of the AFSC was a significant factor in the
shortage of JPME Phase II graduates. Less than half of all officers assigned to
joint billets had attended JPME Phase II. Increased throughput at the AFSC
could be achieved by reducing the length of the JPME Phase II course and
adding an additional course, thereby increasing the number of graduates by
approximately 200 to 225 annually. Increasing throughput at the AFSC would
potenti:eltliy eliminate the shortage of JPME Phase II graduates. Course length is
addressed separately in Finding B.

Pilot Notification Program

In 1997, the Joint Staff, in conjunction with the AFSC, established a pilot
notification program to improve throughput by improving the process for
coordinating course attendance. The program involves a sequence of
coordination messages at specific intervals prior to course starting dates. Late
changes to the attendance list are required to be fully justified and coordinated
with the AFSC and the Joint Staff. A goal of this program is to maximize the
number of officers who attend the course TDY en route, as opposed to attending
the course TDY and return. The coordination process improved and resulted in
more filled seats; however, problems still existed with the attendance since the
September 1997 course had five unfilled seats. Increased coordination among
the Services, combatant commands, and other organizations is expected to
further improve the scheduling process and attendance.




Finding A. Shortage of Joint Professional Military Education Phase II Graduates

JDAL Validation

A review and reevaluation of the JDAL by the Joint Duty Assignment List
Validation Board began in June 1996. The purpose of the review is to assess the
joint content of JDAL positions, to validate current positions, and to consider
the appropriateness of including new positions on the JDAL. Further, the
review is to ensure the JDAL is the proper size to meet the criteria and intent of
the Goldwater-Nichols Act. The review is an ongoing process instituted by the
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, that
continually modifies the JDAL. In April 1996, the number of billets on the
JDAL was 9,349; at the end of 1997, the JDAL was 9,247. The number of
billets on the JDAL affects the number of JPME Phase II graduates required.

Conclusion

The Goldwater-Nichols Act requires that 50 percent of the billets on the JDAL
be filled with officers who meet specific qualifications, including educational
requirements. The AFSC and Joint Staff implemented a program to address
shortfalls caused by late withdrawals. Their continued efforts to address that
factor as well as efforts aimed at other factors will be vital to eliminating the
shortfall of JPME Phase II graduates. Additionally, more officers should attend
JPME Phase II en route to their joint assignments; officers who do not attend
the course en route should be sent as early as possible within the first year of
their joint tours; and graduates of JPME Phase II should subsequentlg be
assigned to a joint billet. In order to maintain a pool of qualified officers to
comply with the requirements of the Goldwater-Nichols Act, DoD must
maintain a continuing flow of personnel into the joint community; ensure that
they take the JPME courses required by law and DoD policies; and assign those
officers to joint billets on the JDAL. Even if the JDAL validation reduces the
number of joint billets, the goal of DoD should be to fill as many joint billets as
feasible with JPME Phase II graduates to benefit from their educational
experience.

Management Comments on Finding and Evaluation Response

Joint Staff Comments. The Joint Staff did not agree with the last sentence of
the draft report finding paragraph, regarding the shortage of JPME Phase II
graduates which limited the leve! of joint expertise. The Joint Staff stated that
the current management system report indicates that JDAL positions are filled
with 53 percent JSOs and JSO nominees.

Evaluation Response. After a review of the Joint Staff comments, we revised
the last sentence of Finding A.




Finding A. Shortage of Joint Professional Military Education Phase II Graduates

Recommendations, Management Comments, and Evaluation
Response '

A.l1. We recommend that:

a. The Chief of Naval Personnel, the Commander, Air Force
Personnel Center and the Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower
and Reserve Affairs, U.S. Marine Corps, establish the necessary controls
and procedures to maximize the practice of sending officers to the Armed
Forces Staff College en route to a joint billet.

Navy Comments. The Navy concurred and indicated it will review and revise,
as appropriate, all policies and directives pertaining to follow-on joint duty
assignments to emphasize maximum use of AFSC quotas en route to joint

~ billets. It will complete review of the policy by September 30, 1998.

Air Force Comments. The Air Force concurred with the intent of the
recommendation, stating that it is maximizing the practice of sending officers
TDY en route to the AFSC, and has improved by 3 percent the overall number
of officers attending en route over the last 3 years. It will continue to send
officers TDY en route, but the number of officers sent TDY en route is affected
by assignment reporting dates and scheduled classes, over which the Air Force
has little control.

Marine Corps Comments. The Marine Corps concurred, stating that it
executes its assignments to joint duty during the summer months and fills as
many of those AFSC seats as possible with officers TDY en route. The Marine
Corps is limited, however, by parent organizations whose requirements do not
always coincide with joint training requirements, and who are unwilling to
accept a 3-month gap in a position without benefit of a turnover. The Marine
Corps indicated that it will continue to send officers TDY en route within the
constraints that arise from the requirements of the parent organizations.

-~ b. The Chief of Naval Personnel, the Commander, Air Force
Personnel Center, and the Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower
and Reserve Affairs, U.S. Marine Corps, schedule officers who attend the
Armed Forces Staff College after reporting to their joint assignments as
early as possible within the first year of those joint assignments.

Navy Comments. The Navy concurred, stating that it has established an
assignment policy givinfg priority for AFSC seats to officers en route to or
within their first year of joint activities. Further, the Navy will establish
procedures by September 30, 1998, to systematically notify joint activities of
officers lacking JPME Phase II.

Air Force Comments. The Air Force concurred with the intent of the .
recommendation, stating that it is sending 81 percent of its officers to AFSC




Finding A. Shortage of Joint Professional Military Education Phase II Graduates

within the first year of their joint assignments. The Air Force continues to
make that the priority after those officers who attend AFSC TDY en route to

their new joint positions.

Marine Corps Comments. The Marine Corgs concurred, stating that, although
its intention was to send 100 percent of its officers to the AFSC JPME Phase II
course within the first year of the joint duty assignment, it was not always able
to do so. The joint organizations to which the officers were assigned have not
always agreed to release them. The Marine Corps, however, will make every
effort to schedule officers for the AFSC within the first year of their joint tours.

¢. The Chief of Naval Personnel and the Assistant Deputy Chief of
Staff for Manpower and Reserve Affairs, U.S. Marine Corps, aggressively
use standby lists of alternate students to fill any seats vacated.

Navy Comments. The Navy concurred, stating that it will include this
recommendation in the procedures it plans to complete by September 30, 1998.

Air Force Comments. The Air Force concurred with the intent of our
recommendation, stating that it already complies.

Evaluation Response. We agree with the Air Force comments, and therefore,
have removed the Air Force as an addressee of this recommendation.

Marine Corps Comments. The Marine Corps concurred, stating that it has
and will continue to aggressively use its standby list to ensure it fills as many of
the quotas as possible. In each of the last 3 years, the Marine Corps surpassed
its total allocation of officers attending the AFSC.

A.2. We recommend that the Chief of Naval Personnel take steps needed
to ensure that more officers are assigned to joint billets following
attendance at the Armed Forces Staff College.

Navy Comments. The Navy concurred, stating that it will review its
assignment policy and make every effort to detail AFSC graduates to joint
activities to the maximum extent possible. The review will be completed no
later than September 30, 1998.

A.3. We recommend the Director, Joint Staff, in order to reduce late
withdrawals and prevent empty seats at the Joint Professional Military
Education Phase II courses at the Armed Forces Staff College, designate a
single point of contact to coordinate last minute substitutions.

Joint Staff Comments. The Joint Staff neither concurred nor nonconcurred,
but stated that action has been taken through a February 1998 revision to CJCS
Instruction 1800.01.

Evaluation Response. The Joint Staff comments are responsive to our
recommendation.
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Finding B. Joint Professional Military
Education Phase II Course Length

The length of the JPME Phase II 12-week course needs to be reevaluated
while maintaining the quality of the education. The current course
length is mandated by congressional legislation. Reduced course length
and an added class would increase JPME Phase II graduates at AFSC by
approximately 200 to 225 students annually.

Background

Purpose of the JPME Phase II Course. The purpose of the JPME Phase II

“course is to educate and provide a pool of officers trained in joint matters and to
develop JSOs. The course is designed to build the joint perspective, with an
emphasis on providing officers with expertise in the integrated strategic
deployment, employment, and sustainment of air, land, sea, space, and special
operations forces. The development of a two-phase program for JPME was
recommended by the Skelton Panel in 1989, as previously discussed. In 1991,
Congress amended 10 U.S.C. 663 to require that the principal course of
instruction at the AFSC, JPME Phase II, be no less than 3 months.

Acculturation. Another purpose of the AFSC JPME Phase II course is the
acculturation of its students. For the duration of the course, students study,
live, and work together. Every effort is made to intermingle students from the
different Services in all aspects of the program. The seminars, living
arrangements, and participation in social activities and sports are designed to
facilitate understanding of the other Services’ perspectives and methods of
operation. This acculturation process has been in place since 1991, when the
AFSC expanded the JPME Phase II intermediate course to 12 weeks.

Course Length Could Be Shortened

Joint Maturation. Students arriving for the JPME Phase II course have
increased knowledge of joint warfighting methodology and multi-Service
doctrine. An unquantifiable number of students have been exposed to jointness
through participation in joint operations ranging from Operation Desert Storm in
Southwest Asia to Operation Joint Endeavor in Bosnia. JPME Phase I also
exposes students to joint warfighting methodology and multi-Service doctrine.
This “joint maturation” in JPME Phase I creates students with a much broader
knowledge and a greater appreciation of the other Services’ capabilities.

Combatant Command Responses. Personnel at all nine combatant commands
reported the JPME Phase II program at the AFSC was too long.  While they did
not want to sacrifice the quality of joint education provided at the AFSC, they
indicated the current 12-week JPME Phase II course could be shortened to 8
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or 9 weeks, while still maintaining the same quality of joint education.
Personnel at the combatant commands indicated the 12-week course length was
a factor in their reluctance to release officers to attend the course. That
reluctance was shared by other joint organizations, contributing to the shortage
of JPME Phase II graduates. A shorter course would have less impact on
organizations’ missions, cause less disruption, and decrease gaps of critical
personnel, especially in cases where the attendees are in positions that have only
one person to do a specific job. Organizations withdrawing students from the
attendance list within days of a course’s starting date significantly contributed to
the shortfall of JPME Phase II graduates, as discussed in Finding A.

Graduate Responses. We interviewed 58 JPME Phase 1I graduates of AFSC
who were serving in joint billets and 31 supervisors of graduates at the
combatant commands and the Joint Staff: 66 out of those 89 individuals

(74 percent) indicated that the JPME Phase II course at the AFSC was too long
and that the course objectives could be attained in a shorter period of time.
Overall, they agreed the course was beneficial and particularly helpful in
understanding how their counterparts in the other Services operated.

Operational Impact. Most officers attended the 12-week JPME Phase II
course at the AFSC after they began their joint assignments (61 percent of
attendees in academic year 1997). Joint assignments are normally for

36 months, so time spent at the JPME Phase II course could account for
approximately 8 percent of an officer’s joint tour. A shorter JPME Phase II
course would take less time from an officer’s joint assignment, while also
allowing the AFSC to offer one additional course each year, increasing the
opportunity for more officers to attend JPME Phase II. The billets many joint
officers fill are operational and warfighting jobs essential to the organizations.
The more time JPME Phase II graduates can spend performing the duties of
their joint assignments, the higher the operational readiness of their
organizations.

Course Length Could be Shortened. With operational impact in mind, and
based on questionnaire responses and our interviews, we believe the need for a
12-week JPME Phase II course no longer exists and that a shorter JPME
Phase II course would better serve the students and the organizations to which
they are assigned. The AFSC agreed with our recommendation to capture data
on the issue directly from JPME Phase II graduates and modified its graduate
feedback questionnaire accordingly.

Reducing Course Length and Increasing Throughput

Reducing the course length of JPME Phase II at the AFSC would require a
change in 10 U.S.C. 663, which requires the principal course of instruction at
the AFSC to be no less than 3 months. A reduction in the course length from
12 weeks to 8 or 9 weeks would result in an increase in productive time;
commands would be able to use their joint officers for more of their tours.
Additionally, a reduction in course length would allow the AFSC to increase the
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number of JPME Phase II intermediate courses from four to five per year. That
could increase the annual throughput of the AFSC by approximately 200 to 225
officers, a possible 25 percent increase, thereby increasing the number of
opportunities for the combatant commands and other joint organizations to
educate more of their joint staffs. Another impact of the changes would be to
eliminate the shortfall of JPME Phase II graduates, bringing DoD in compliance
with the requirements of the Goldwater-Nichols Act.

Potential Economies and Efficiencies

Facing reduced resources, the DoD can realize some fiscal economies if the
JPME Phase II course at the AFSC could be shortened without sacrificing the
quality of education. Reducing the AFSC JPME Phase II course length would
result in a reduction in the overall cost of educating each graduate. The
Services would have lower per diem costs, including lodging and meal
allowance for each JPME Phase II student. Reducing the course length to

8 weeks would reduce overall per diem costs by $1,529 per person. Even
adding another class of 200 to 225 officers to the AFSC schedule, DoD would
still realize $700,000 to $775,000 in funds put to better use annually in the form
of lowered per diem costs. The amount would be somewhat reduced by the
additional transportation costs of $95,000 to $107,000 annually (approximately
$475 per person) and would result in funds put to better use in the amount of
$593,000 to $680,000. Based on the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP), that
could amount from $3.6 million to $4.1 million for DoD over a 6-year period.
The overall amount of reduced expenditures would be changed if the course
were reduced to 9 weeks instead of 8 weeks. A reduction in course length to
9 weeks would result in funds put to better use in the amount of $163,000 to
$259,000 annually considering lowered per diem costs and additional
transportation costs. See Appendix D for further details.

Conclusion

Personnel at combatant commands and recent graduates of the Armed Forces
Staff College indicated the JPME Phase II course of instruction at the AFSC
was too long and that the benefits of the course could be achieved with the same
quality results in a shorter period of time. A shorter course would reduce
impact on the combatant commands and other joint organizations, and critical
operational and warfighting jobs would not be gapped for as long a period of
time. Some economies and efficiencies could be achieved in the cost of sending
an officer to the AFSC, resulting in a reduction of per diem costs by 33 percent
for each officer, if the course length were reduced to 8 weeks.
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Management Comments on Finding and Evaluation Response

Joint Staff Comments. The Joint Staff did not agree with the first sentence of
the finding paragraph, regarding course length. Input from the President,
National Defense University and the Commandant, AFSC included in comments
from the Joint Staff emphasized that our evaluation did not review or analyze
the content of JPME curriculum.

Evaluation Response, After a review of the Joint Staff comments, we revised
the first sentence of Finding B.

Recommendations, Management Comments, and Evaluation
Response

B.1. We recommend that the Director, Joint Staff, examine the curriculum
and determine how much the Joint Professional Military Education

Phase II course can be shortened without diminishing the quality of joint
education or diminishing the desired benefits of multi-Service
acculturation.

Joint Staff Comments. The Joint Staff concurred, stating that its Chairman’s
Process for Accreditation of Joint Education Team completed a quality
assessment at AFSC. A Joint Staff review is ongoing for all JPME objectives,
course length, faculty and instructive modes, in coordination with the Office of
the Secretary of Defense and Service representatives.

Evaluation Response. The Joint Staff comments were partially responsive.
We request that the Director, Joint Staff provide additional comments regarding
the anticipated completion date of this review, and a concurrence or
nonconcurrence with potential monetary benefits.

B.2. We recommend the Director, Joint Staff, at the next combatant
commanders’ conference:

a. Confirm that a reduction in Joint Professional Military
Education Phase II course length is supported by the combatant
commanders and is in the best interests of the joint community.

b. Determine what change to Title 10, United States Code,
Section 663, is deemed necessary.

Joint Staff Comments. The Joint Staff concurred, stating that it is reviewing

JPME Phase Il matters, including the future of JPME Phase II. The working
group recommendations will be coordinated with the combatant commanders.
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U.S. Pacific Command and U.S. Central Command Comments. Although
not required to comment, both the U.S. Pacific Command and the

U.S. Central Command supported the finding and recommendations. The

U.S. Pacific Command indicated that it has made the recommendation to
shorten the course three times within the last 3 years, based on feedback from
graduates, and that now may be the time to fine-tune the course. The

U.S. Central Command also indicated that it supports the finding and is in favor
of an 8- or 9-week course. This will increase the time on-station and
productivity of officers concerned, and will significantly increase the number of
officers that can be trained as JSOs.
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Appendix A. Evaluation Process

Scope and Methodology

Scope. The evaluation focused on the effectiveness of the JPME Phase II
program in meeting the requirements of the Goldwater-Nichols Act, in
educating joint officers, and in developing JSOs to support joint billets. We did
not review or analyze the content of the JPME Phase II curriculum.

Data Gathering. We obtained and reviewed the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols Act
and related amendments, DoD policies, CICS regulations, Service regulations,
and policies and procedures regarding JPME Phase II. We reviewed
documentation provided to us by the Joint Staff, the National Defense
University, the Armed Forces Staff College, and the four Service personnel
centers covering the period of 1995 through 1997. We provided questionnaires
to selected personnel at all nine combatant commands and Service personnel
centers. We interviewed DoD personnel managers, including Service personnel
managers, members of the Joint Staff who have oversight of military education,
and personnel at the National Defense University and the AFSC. We also
interviewed 58 graduates of the AFSC and 31 graduate supervisors at

three combatant commands and the Joint Staff.

Use of Computer-Processed Data. We did not use computer-processed data or
statistical sampling techniques for this evaluation.

Evaluation Type, Dates, and Standards. We performed this program
effectiveness evaluation from June through December 1997 in accordance with
standards issued and implemented by the Inspector General, DoD.
Accordingly, we included those tests of management controls considered

necessary.

Organizations Visited. We visited or contacted individuals and organizations
within the DoD. Further details are available upon request.

Management Control Program

DoD Directive 5010.38, “Management Control (MC) Program,” August 26,
1996, requires DoD organizations to implement a comprehensive system of
management controls that provides reasonable assurance that the programs are
operating as intended and to evaluate the adequacy of the controls.
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Scope of Review of the Management Control Program. We reviewed the
adequacy of management contro] procedures for oversight of the JPME Phase Il
by the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff, and the Services. We
did not review the adequacy of management’s self-evaluation of those controls.

Adequacy of Management Controls. Management controls of the JPME

Phase II program were adequate in that we identified no material management
control weaknesses.
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During the last five years, the Inspector General (IG), DoD, issued a report on
the joint manpower process. The General Accounting Office, in response to
Congressional direction, performed a review of the progress made by DoD in
the implementation of recommendations made in the DoD report. Another
report, done under the auspices of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel
and Readiness, studied the potential cost savings from the possible consolidation
of the Services command and staff colleges and war colleges. Additionally, the
Jct)_int Staff iequested that RAND conduct an analysis of the size and composition
of the JDAL. '

General Accounting Office

General Accounting Office Report No. NSIAD-97-229 (OSD Case

No. 1431), “Joint Manpower Process: Limited Progress Made in
Implementing DoD Inspector General Recommendations,” September 19,
1997, was conducted as a follow-up review to IG, DoD, Report No. 96-029,
“Inspection of the Department of Defense Joint Manpower Process,”
November 29, 1995. The IG, DoD, inspection reported significant deficiencies
in DoD joint personnel requirements and management program, and made
recommendations for improvement. The General Accounting Office was
requested by Congress to track the progress of implementing the
recommendations made in the IG, DoD, report. The General Accounting
Office reported that some action was being taken on the recommendations,
including the publication of DoD Instruction 1300.20 and DoD

Directive 1300.19, which provide guidance on joint personnel requirements for
all joint organizations. The General Accounting Office considered that those
actions satisfied the recommendations cited in the IG, DoD, report on this topic.
The General Accounting Office did not make any recommendations to the DoD;
therefore, no response was required. The report notes that DoD provided oral
comments, which generally concurred with its findings. ’

Inspector General, DoD

IG, DoD, Report No. 96-029, “Inspection of the Department of Defense
Joint Manpower Process,” November 29, 1995. The report documents the
inspection of the process used to determine, validate, approve, assign, and
manage manpower at joint organizations. The inspection also assessed the
ability of the Secretary of Defense, the CJCS, and the Secretaries of the
Military Departments to monitor the careers of officers serving in the joint
arena, with emphasis on those officers designated as JSOs. Additionally, the
report covered the processes used to employ Reserve component individual
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mobilization augmentees within joint organizations, to include the provision of
joint training and education needed for select Reserve officers. The report
~ identified the following systemic deficiencies.

e The proéesses used to determine manpower requirements for joint
organizations were inadequate.

¢ The mechanisms used to validate and approve manpower
requirements for joint organizations were inadequate,

* The Services were unable to satisfy the manpower requirements for
~ joint organizations and were inconsistent in validation procedures and manpower
requirements determination.

e Support from the Secretary of Defense, the CICS, and Secretaries of
the Military Departments in monitoring the careers of officers serving in joint
billets was inadequate.

o Joint policy, education, and training of Reserve officers assigned to
joint organizations were inadequate. .

The report made 17 recommendations. Management concurred, or partially
concurred, with 16 of those recommendations. The Under Secretary of Defense
for Personnel and Readiness proposed an alternative that satisfied the intent of
the other recommendation.

Office of the Secretary of Defense

Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, “Consolidation of
War and Staff Colleges Study,” March 1994. The Under Secretary of
Defense for Personnel and Readiness, under the direction of Congress, studied
the potential cost savings from consolidation of the Services’ command and staff
colleges and war colleges, and those colleges’ administration. The team ‘
conducted this study from a view of possible enhancements to joint education
and training that might result from consolidation of these institutions, and a
comparison of savings achieved through vertical integration of administrations
within each Service. At the outset of this study, the team decided to only
review those alternatives with the potential to recover all costs within S years of
implementation. The team considered four geographical relocation alternatives
with recommended consolidations, and concluded that geographic relocation for
any of the colleges was not economically viable due to the high cost of new
construction. The team also concluded that professional military education was
a prudent investment as a force multiplier for the safeguarding of our nation.
The team determined that joint colleges provided joint professional competence
in an officer’s professional development, and recognized that Service colleges

rovided Service-specific professional education. The team concluded that both
Joint education and Service-specific education were imperative.
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Joint Staff

RAND, National Defense Research Institute, Paper MR-622-JS,
“Identifying and Supporting Joint Duty Assignments,” 1996. The Joint
Staff, Director of Manpower and Personnel, requested RAND conduct an
analysis on alternative policy choices for the size and composition of the JDAL
and for joint officer management. The RAND researchers assessed both how
well the individual Services replenish and rotate officers in and out of joint
billets, and how well the organizations owning the billets manage them. The
analysis produced eight recommendations. Some of the recommendations
included ranking of joint billets on a level of jointness; more objective
methodology for identifying critical billets; and allowing junior officers
(captains and lieutenants) to receive joint credit. As of December 1997, none of
those recommendations had been implemented.
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Appendix C. Service Joint Professional Military
Education Phase II Processes

Timing of Attendance

JPME Phase II course attendance is coordinated among the Services and the
joint organizations to which officers are assigned. The Services select officers
for assignment to joint billets and, based on those selections, determine which
officers are eligible to attend JPME Phase II. The Services then develop
prioritized JPME Phase 11 attendee lists and coordinate attendance of officers
with the joint activities. Officers are then scheduled for a JPME Phase II course
and attend TDY en route or TDY and return. In cases where the Services are
unable to fill their quotas, they release unfilled seats to the Joint Staff for
further coordination and potential use by other Services.

Course Selection Processes

Army. The Army has a screening process in place to review the files of
officers eligible to attend JPME Phase II and to be nominated for JSO
designation. The Joint Management Branch, Distribution Division, within the
Officer Personnel Management Directorate at the U.S. Total Army Personnel
Command, is responsible for determining which officers will attend JPME
Phase II. Officers are selected based on their qualifications and promotion
potential, with attendee lists developed based on priorities. The Director,
Officer Personnel Management Directorate, approves all nominations for joint
positions. The Army attempts to send officers to AFSC TDY en route. When
that is not possible, they coordinate with the joint activities, with emphasis on
releasing officers to attend JPME II within the first year of the joint assignment.
Ultimately, however, the release authority rests with the joint activities, limiting
the Army’s control. The Army was the only Service that consistently met the
Goldwater-Nichols Act requirement to fill at least 50 percent of its joint billets
with JSOs or JSO nominees throughout 1997.

Navy. The Navy’s Special Assistant for Joint Matters, Distribution
Department, Distribution Management, Allocation, Resources and Procedures
Division under the Chief of Naval Personnel, is responsible for monitoring joint
duty assignments and assigning quotas for JPME Phase II. The course
attendance lists are developed based on priorities, with first priority going to
those officers who are en route to their joint assignments and second priority to
those officers who are in the first year of their joint tours. Priorities are based
on guidance contained in CJCS Instruction 1800.01. All school requests are
forwarded to the office of the Special Assistant for Joint Matters from Navy
assignment officers or joint organizations to which the joint officers are
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assigned. The Navy had the highest percentage of personnel sent to the AFSC
TDY en route, with 43 percent in academic year 1996 and 48 percent in
academic year 1997.

Air Force. Two offices within the Air Force handle joint matters: the Joint
Officer Management Branch at the Air Force Personnel Center, San Antonio,
Texas, and the Air Force Colonel Matters Office (the Colonels’ Group) in the
Pentagon. The Air Force Personnel Center manages Air Force-controlled joint
billets for lieutenant colonels and majors, and determines which of those
officers will attend JPME Phase II. The center reviews and ranks the
nominations according to priorities, based on Joint Staff and statutory criteria.
Priority is given to officers who attend the AFSC TDY en route. The
remaining seats are filled through nominations from joint organizations. The
Colonels’ Group manages Air Force joint billets for colonels and uses similar
criteria for selection. '

Marine Corps. The Officer Assignments Branch within the Manpower and
Reserve Affairs Department, Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps, has sole
responsibility for determining which officers will attend JPME Phase II. It
designates 39 officers per year to attend the AFSC JPME Phase II intermediate
course in the year following their completion of an Intermediate Service School.
Officer designations are based on filling critical billets on the JDAL and
consider officers’ qualifications, promotion potential, and military occupational
specialties. The Marine Corps’ intent is to identify promising officers, before
they attend an Intermediate Service School, for the purpose of growing and
maintaining a pool of officers suitably qualified to be assigned as JSOs to
various critical joint duty assignments within the Marine Corps. Officers are
then chosen for subsequent attendance at the AFSC and a follow-on joint
assignment.
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Appendix D. Summary of Potential Benefits

Recommendation Amount or
Reference Description of Benefit Type of Benefit

Ala,Alb, Pro Results. Greater use of JPME 11 Nonmonetary.
and A2 graduates during a typical 36-month joint

assignment.
A.lc. and Program Results and Economy and Nonmonetary.
A3, " Efficiency. Reduces last minute student

withdrawals and increases annual attendance.
B.1. and B.2. Program Results and Economy and Nonmonetary.

Efficiency. Increases number of graduates by
200 to 225 annually.

Program Results and Econom?' and
Efficiency. Reduces per diem' costs (offset
by added transportation costs) as a result of
shortening JPME Phase II course at the
AFSC from 12 to 8 weeks.

Program Results and Economy and
Efficiency. Reduces per diem costs (offset by
added transportation costs) as a result of
shortening JPME Phase II course at the
AFSC from 12 to 9 weeks.

'For calculation of per diem costs, see page 24.
25

Funds put to better use:
ranging from $593,000
to $680,000 annually,
$3.6 million to

$4.1 million in 6 years
(FYDP).

Funds put to better use:
ranging from $163,000
to $259,000 annually,
$1.0 to $1.6 million in
6 years (FYDP).

The Services’ operation
and maintenance
appropriations would
benefit from the funds
put to better use:
2020A - Army,
1804N - Navy,

3400F - Air Force, and
1106N - Marine Corps.
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Calculation of Potential Per Diem Funds Put to Better Use:

900 students annually at $4,531 per student equals $4.08 million each year.

1, 100 students annually at $3 003 per student equals $3 30 mxllxon each year
Funds put to better use - $680,000 annually.

1,125 students annually at $3 003 per student equals $3 37 mllhon each year
Funds put to better use - $593,000 annually.

1, 100 students annually 2t $3,385 per student equals $3.72 million each year.
Funds put to better use - $259,000 annually.

' - i ition in 1
1,125 students annually at $3,385 per student equals $3.8 million each year.
Funds put to better use - $163,000 annually.

Funds put to better use have been offset by $475 transportation costs for each
additional student.
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Office of the Secretary of Defense

Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)
Deputy Chief Financial Officer
Deputy Comptroller (Program/Budget)
Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management Policy)
Deputy Assistant Secretary (Military Personnel Policy)
Director, Officer and Enlisted Personnel Management
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs)
Director, Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange

Joint Staff

Director, Joint Staff
Deputy Inspector General
Director for Manpower and Personnel
Director for Operational Plans and Interoperability

Department of the Army

Chief of Staff of the Army
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Management and Comptroller)
Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel
. Commander, U.S. Total Arm¥ Personnel Command
Director, Officer Personnel Management Directorate
Auditor General, Department of the Army

Department of the Navy

Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management and Comptroller)
Chief of Naval Personnel

Special Assistant for Joint Matters
Auditor General, Department of the Navy
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Marine Corps

Commandant of the Marine Corps
Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower and Reserve Affairs
Assistant Depu? Chief of Staff for Personnel Management
Inspector General, Office of the Commandant of the Marine Corps

Department of the Air Force

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Management and Comptroller)
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, Installations and
Environment)
Inspector General, Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
Chief of Staff, Air Force
Deputy Chief of Staff, Personnel
Commander, Air Force Personnel Center
Chief, Assignment and Joint Policy, Air Force Colonel Matters Office
Auditor General, Department of the Air Force

Unified Commands

Commander in Chief, U.S. European Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Atlantic Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Southern Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Central Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Space Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Special Operations Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Transportation Command
Commander in Chief, U.S. Strategic Command

Other Defense Organizations

National Defense Universit
Armed Forces Staff College
Industrial College of the Armed Forces
National War College
Director, Defense Contract Audit Agency
Director, Defense Logistics Agency
Director, National Security Agency
Inspector General, National Security Agency
Inspector General, Defense Intelligence Agency
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Non-Defense Federal Organizations and Individuals

Office of Management and Budget
Technical Information Center, National Security and International Affairs Division,

General Accounting Office

Chairman and ranking minority member of each of the following congressional
committees and subcommittees:

Senate Committee on Appropriations

Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations

Senate Committee on Armed Services

Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs

House Committee on Appropriations

House Subcommittee on National Security, Committee on Appropriations

House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight

House Subcommittee on Government Management, Information, and Technology,
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight

House Subcommittee on National Security, International Affairs, and Criminal
Justice, Committee on Government Reform and Oversight

House Committee on National Security
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Department of the Navy Comments

Final Report
—Reference

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
IMANPOWER AND RESERVE AFPAIRS!
WASHINGTON, D.C. 203850-1000

AUDITING
Number 7RB-9038 ~ ACTION MEMORANDUM

meeting the provisions of the Goldwater-Nichols Act.

impact toward meeting thease requirements.

N e

Karen S. Heath
Principal Deputy

Attachments:

Deleted 1. DODIG memo of 27 February 1998

2. Navy comments on Draft Report

3. Marine Corps comments on Draft Report

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF DEPENSE INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR

SUBJECT: DODIG Draft Report: Evaluation Report on Joint
Professional Military Education Phase 11, Project

1 am responding to your memorandum, Attachment 1, concerning
the evaluation to determine whether che JPME Phase Il program is

The Navy and Marine Corps responses to the draft audit report
are provided (Attachments 2 & 3). We have carefully reviewed and
concur with the draft report’s findings and recommendations.
Navy and Marine Corps are working closely with 0SD and JCS
representatives to ensure the process for assigning Naval
officers to JPME Phase II maximizes use of limited quotas.

We have reviewed all directives and policies pertaining to
the assignment officers through Armed Forces Staff College to
ensure that Navy and Marine Corps officers are assigned to joint
billets, fulfilling Goldwater-Nichols requirements. Assignment
policies are in force which have made a positive and lasting
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Navy Comments

on
DODIG Draft Report of 27 February 1998
on
Evaluation Report on Joint Professional Military Education Phase i
Project Number 7RB-9038

Summary of DODIG findings and recommendations
- DODIG found that in November 1997, there was s shortfall of 189 JPME Phase

Il graduates in joint billets. The shorlage of officers trained in joint matters limited the
level of expertise required by the Goldwater-Nichols Act (Finding A).

- The Armed Forces Staff Coliege JPME Phase II 12-week course was too long
and could be shortensd without sacrificing the quality of the education. The length of
the course is mandated by Title 10, United States Code, Section 663 (10 U.S.C. 66€3).
Reducing the length of the course and adding another course during each year at the
Ammed Forcas Staff College could result in an increased throughput of approximately
200 or more students annually (Finding B).

DODIG recommended the Navy, the Air Force and the Marine Corps Service personnel
managers maximize the practice of sending officers to the Armed Forces Staff College
en route 1o a joint billet; schedule officers who attend the Armed Forces Staff College
after reporting to their joint billets as early as possible in their joint tour; and
aggressively use altemate student lists for JAME Phase Il to take advantage of any
seats vacated al the Armad Forces Staff College. The DODIG recommended that the
Navy send more officers (o joint assignments after they atlend the Ammed Forces Staff
Coliegs. They also recommended that the Director, Joint Staff, designate a singie point
of contact to coordinate fast minute JPME Phase Il course substitutions for the Armed
Forces Staff College. They recommend that the Director, Joint Staff, examine the
JPME Phase (i course and determine how much it can be shortened while still
maintaining the quality of joint seducation and achleving the dasired benefits of muiti-
service acculturation. Further, they recommended that the Director, Joint Staff, confirm
combatant commanders’ support for a shortened JPME Phase |l course at the next
commandaers’ conference and determine what change to 10 U.S.C. 63 is deemed
necessary.

Nayy Statement -
The following comments address findings and recommendalions pertinent to
Navy.

Einding A; Shorage of Joint Professional Military Education Phase || Graduates,
DODIG found that in November 1997, there was 8 shortfall of 189 JPME Phase ||
oraduates in joint billets, Factors conlributing to this shortfall were the timing of
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stiendance, the assignmaent of Navy graduates to other than joint billets after course
completion, the ampty seats caused by late withdrawals, and the throughput at the
Armed Forcas Staff College due to its limited capacity. This shortage limited the level
of joint expertise required by the Gokiwater-Nichols Act.

Four factors specifically contributed to this shortfall:

- Timing of sttendance - in order to comply with CJCS instructions, officers being
sent 1o joint billets should attend JPME Phase il as early as possible;

- Navy assignment practice to joint billets - assigning AFSC graduates to non-
joint billets contributed to the shortage of JPME Phase |l graduates filling JDAL
billets;

- Late withdrawals - late withdrawals of officers from the JPME Phase i
attendance list at the AFSC resulted in unfilled course seats;

- Limited capacily - the limited capacity of the AFSC was a significant factor in
the shortage of JPME Phase (I graduates.

Navy Response: Concur, with comments. See actions taken in response to
recommendalions A1a, A1b, Alc and A2. Defer action on A3 1o Director, Joint Staff.

Recommendation A.1.3.: That the Chief of Naval Personnel; the Commander Air Force
Personnel Center; and the Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower and Reserve
Affairs, U.S. Marine Corps, establish the necessary controls and procedures o
maximize the practice of sending officers lo the Armed Forces Staff College en route to
a joint billet.

Navy Response: Concur. Navy will review and revise, as appropriate, ali policies and -
directives pertaining to follow-on joint duty assignment practices to emphasize
maximum use of Armed Forces Staff College quotas for those officers on permanent
orders {0 a joint duty assignment billet. A February 1997 policy has aiready been
established which prioritizes AFSC seating for the expressed purpose of capturing
officers on orders en route to joint activities. Anticipate completion of review by 30
September 1998,

Recommendation A.1.b.: That the Chief of Naval Personnel. the Commander Air Force
Personnel Center; and the Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower and Reserve
Affairs, U.S. Marine Corps, establish the necessary controls and procedures to
schedule officers who attend the Armed Forces Staff College after reporting to their
joint assignments as early as possible within (he first year of those joint assignments.

Navy Responge: Concur. As indicated in response to A.1.a., the Navy has already
astablished an assignment policy to give high priority 1o those officers en route to or
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within their first year onboard joint activities. Navy will further establish procedures by
30 September 1998 to systematically contact joint activities to notify them of officers
lacking JPME Phase (i, in order to aggressively pursue officers assigned within their
first year. This will be an ongolng coordination between Navy and the joint activities.

Recommendation A, 1.6, That the Chief of Naval Personne!; the Commander Air Force
Personnel Center; and the Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower and Reserve
Affsirs, U.S. Marine Corps, establish the necessary controls and procedures to
aggressively use standby lists of alternate students to fill any seats vacated.

Navy Response: Concur. Navy will include these recommendatians into the
establishment of procedures outlined in response to A.1.b. Expected completion is 30
September 1998.

Recommendation A.2.: DODIG recommend the Chief of Naval Personnel take steps
needed to ensure that more officers are assigned to joint billets following attendance at

the Armed Forces Staff College.

Navy Responge: Concur. Navy will additionally review assignment policy and
prioritization to ensure svery effort is made fo detail Armed Forces Staff College
graduates to joint activities to the maximum extent possible. Additionally, the recent
AFSC proposed changes to class size and composition will assist the Navy in optimal
utilization of our limited quotas. This review will be completed no later than 30
September 1998 pending approval of the FY89 Armed Forces Staff College class

schedule.

indi i i il j . DODIG found
that the AFSC JPME Phase 1l 12-weak course was too long and could be shortened
without sacrificing the quality of the education. A reduction in course length and an
added class would increase AFSC JPME Phase |i graduates by approximately 200 to
225 students annuailly.

Navy Response: Concur. Defer specific response to Director, Joint Staff,

: That the Director, Joint Staff, examine the curriculum and
determine how much the Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) Phase |l course
can be shortened without diminishing the quality of joint education or diminishing the
desired benefits of multi-Service acculturation,

Navy Responge: Defer action to Director, Joint Staff.

Recommendation B.2.a.: That the Director, Joint Staff, at the next combatant
commanders' confererice confirm that a reduction in JPME Phase it course fength is
supported by the combatant commanders and is in the best interests of the joint

community.
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Navy Responge: Defer action to Director, Joint Staff.

| Recommendation B.2.b,: That the Direclor, Joint StafY, st the next combatant
commanders' conference determine what change to Title 10, United States Code,
Section 663, is deemed necessary.

Navy Response: Defer action to Director, Joint Steff.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
2 NAVY ANNEX PR T

WASNINGTON, OC 203801778
MCA~
PCR R

MEMORANDUM FOR THE INSPECTOR GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Subl: EVALUATION REPORT ON JOINT PROFESSIONAL MILITARY ZDUCATION
PHASE 1I (PROJECT NO. 7RB-9038!

Ref: (a) DOD-IG Draf:t Evaluation Report (Project No. 7RB~3C38;
dtd 27 Feb 99

1. ‘The following comments are submitted in respcnse tc the

applicable "Recommendations for Corrective Action" listed ir the
reference.

a. "Maximize the practice of sending officers to the Armed
Forces Staff College en route tc a joint billet."

Concur--With few exceptions, we execute our assignments to joint
duty during the summer months., Consequently, all of our officers
who attend AFSC in an enroute status attend the class that begins
in June of each year. The Marine Corps has a quota for 15
officers in the June class. We fill as many of these gquotas as
possible with officers who are enroute to their next duty station
{a joint assignment) immeciately following gracuatior from
Intermediate Service School (ISS). Unfortunately, we are often
limited in this, as roted in the reference, by parent
organizations whose requirements don't always coincide with our
own, and who are, more importantly, wunwilling to accept a three
month gap in a position without the benefit of a turn-over. We
concur that we should maximize the practice of sending officers
to AFSC enroute and will continue to do so within the constraints
that arise from the particular requirements of the various joint,
parent organizations,

b. "Schedule officers who attend the Armed Torces Staff Ccliege
after reporting to their jcint assignments as early as possible
within the first year of thase joint assignments.”

Concur~~Although it has been our intent to send 100% of our
desigrated officers to OPME Phase Il during “he first yesr
follow:ng graduation from 1SS, we have not always been able to do
s50. Cur praincipal hindrance has arisen f{rom jcint organ:zations
who have not agreed to release officers to ¢o to school during
the desirec time-period. Because of needs cf{ the organization,
many times these officers are not made available Lo attend AFSC
until the second year of their tour, or jater. We will continue
to make every effort to schedule officers to AFSC during the
first year of assignment to joint duty again, within the very
real constraints impcsed by the parent organizations.
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Subj: EVALUATION REPORT ON JOINT PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION
PHASE II (PRCJECT NO. 7RB-5038)

€. “Aggressively use standby lists of alternate students o £ill
any seats vacated."

Concur--We have in the past, and will continue in the future, o
aggressively use our stand-by list to ensure we fill as many of
cur guotas--and more, if possible--at AFSC. We currently have
allocations for 39 officers to attend the intermediate course and
€ to attend the senior course (total 45) annually. Attendance in
the past three academic years was as follows: AY35 - 4B, AY96 -
46, AY97 - 4B. During the first three sessions of AY98, we have
enrolied a total of 35 students. Assigned gquotas to date total
34. Although, on occasion, we have heen unabie to fill seats irn
a particular class, our aggressive use of our stand-by list has
er.abled us to go after unfilled quotas from the other Services
during other classes. The net effect has beern that in each of
the last three academic years we have surpassed our total
allocation of officers attendirg AFSC. We are on track to do so
again this year.

2. Point of contact for this matter is Major C. E. Smith,
Headguarters, U.S. Marine Corps, Cfficer Assignments 3ranch, DSN
224-5211/2740, commercial (703) 614-5211/2740.

Py YN

.A. MUTTER
Deputy Chief of Staff for
Manpower and Ressrve Affairs
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON DC

2. KRR w3

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR AUDITING OFFICE OF
THE INSPECTOR GENERAL DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

FROM: HQ USAF/DP
1040 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1040

SUBJECT: DoD IG Draft Report, Joint Professional Military Education Phase 11, 27 Feb 98,
Project No. TRB-9038

This is in reply to your memorandum requesting the Assistant Sccretary of the Air Force
(Financial Management and Comptroller) to provide Air Force comments on subject report.

The following comments are provided in regards to the draft reports recommendations:

& Recommendation A.1.a. - Maximize the practice of sending officers to the Armed
Forces Staff College en route to a joint billet: Concur with the intent; however, the Air Force is
maximizing the practice of sending officers en route TDY to AFSC. As the DoD repont
indicated the “Air Force gives priority to officers who attend the AFSC TDY en route.” We
continue to improve our overall percentage of officers attending en route and have improved by
three percent points over the last three years. We will continue to send officers en route when
class dates correspond (o their assignment reporting dates. However, ovenall en route
percentages are determined by assignment reporting dates and scheduled classes for which the
Air Force has very little contro) over,

b. Recommendation A.1.b. - Schedule officers who attend the Armed Forces Staff’
Coliege after reporting to their joint assignments as early as possible within the first year of those
joint assignments: Concur with intent; however, the Air Force is sending 81 percent of their
officers 10 AFSC within their first year of their joint assignment. The Air Force Personnel
Center continues to make this the second priority afier those who sttend enroute.

¢. Recommendation A.).c. - Aggressively use standby lists of alternate students to fill
any seats vacated. Concur with the intent; however, the Air Force already complics with this
recommendation. The Air Force has aggressively used, and will continue to aggressively use, its
standby lists as referenced in the DoD draft repont,  Three of the four Services did not meet their

Golden Legacy, Boundless Futurs... Your Nation's Air Force
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2

quatas for filling seats...The Air Force made the most aggressive and effective use of its standby
list, as evidenced by the Air Force filling 100 percent of its quota for scademic year 1997 and

filling vacant seats of other Services.”
ROGER M, aug«”no
Asletant Deputy of Staft,
. Personnel
cc:
SAF/FMPF
SAFMIM
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THE JOINT STAFF
WASHINGTON, BC

Reply ZIP Code: DJSM 553-98
20318-0300 18 May 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE

Subject: Evaluation Report on Joint Professional Military Education Phase Il
(Project No. 7RB-9038)

1. Asrequested,’ the Joint Stafl has reviewed the draft DOD IGV report on
JPME Phase I1, following the IG team’s visit to the Armed Forces Staff College
(AFSC]. The Joint Staff comments are enclosed.

2. Also enclosed are management comments on the draft report forwarded by
the President, National Defense University, and the Commandant, Armed

Forces Staff College.
3. The Joint Staff point of contact is Lieutenant Colonet Chine, USAF, J-7,
697-1264.
p T
N . 998, 20:09

DENNIS C. BLAIR

Vice Admiral, U.S. Navy

Director, Joint Staff
Enclosufes
Reference:

1 OIG DOD memorandum, 27 February 1998, “Evaluation Report on Joint
Professional Military Education Phase 1l (Project No. 7RB-9038)*
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ENCLOSURE

JOINT STAFF COMMENTS ON JOINT PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION
PHASE I (

1. The following are Joint Staff comments on three recommendations cited in
the Executive Summary, page ii, Summary of Recommendations paragraph.

Recommendatioo . The Director, Joint Staff, designate a single point
of conuu:t to coordinate last minute JPME Phase Il course substitutions for the

Al Armed Forces Staff College.

The action recommended on page ii of the executive summary and page
9A.3 of the report has been taken and should be removed from the final report.
In the CJUCSI 1800.01, February 1998, revision, *Chairman’s Officer
Professional Military Education Policy,” (OPMEP), page C-5d, Student Quota
Reallocation, J-7 Military Education Division is the single point of contact for
all quota allocations.

b. Recommendsation #2. The Director, Joint Staff, examine the JPME
Phase Il course and determine how much it can be shortened while still
maintaining the quality of joint education and achieving the desired benefits of
multi-Service acculturation.

(1) Concur. The Chairman'’s Process for Accreditation of Joint
Education (PAJE} Team, as mandated in CJCS! 1800.01, is the process for
quality assessment of our joint programs. The PAJE accreditation visit to AFSC
was conducted in January 1998. The team of 15 educators included members
from the Service’s intermediate and senior level colleges, a DOD educational
representative, and an independent technical advisor. They reviewed AFSC's
strategic plans, curriculum, faculty and faculty development, and most
important the quality of meeting the OPMEP learning objectives. The final
report cited that AFSC was doing an excelient job of meeting all learning
objectives. The Chairman officially accredited AFSC on 20 March 1998, which
reaflirmed AFSC’s program for a S-year period.

(2) A Joint Staff led review is under way for all JPME objectives, course
length, faculty and instructive modes, in coordination with OSD and Service
representatives.

1 Enclosure A
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c. . The Director, Joint Stafl, confirm combatant Recommendatiot
commanders’ support for a shortened JPME Phase Il course at the next B.2,
commanders’ conlerence and determine what change to 10 USC 663 is deemed
necessary,
Concur, The Joint Staff is currently reviewing Chapter 38 of Title 10, USC,
which includes a section on the future of JPME Phase II. The working group
recommendations will be coordinated with the combatant commanders.
2. Delete Page i, Executive Summary, Evaluation Results, third paragraph, last - Revised

sentence; and page 5, Finding A, first paragraph, the last sentence: “The
shortage of trained officers in joint matters limited the level of expertise
required by the Goldwater-Nichols Act (Finding A).* Do not agree that the level
of expertise is limited. The current figures from the JDAMIS Management
Report, 20 April 98, indicate JDAL positions are filled with 53 percent JSO’s
and JSO nominees. We have 270 more JSO officers serving in JDAL positions
throughout DOD than required by the Goldwater Nichols Act.

2 Enclosure A
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Draft DOD IG

i Page i, Evaluation Results referenced page 5.

Einding A._Rbortags of Jaict Rrofegsional Military Bducation Phase [} Gradustes. “in
November 1997, thers was a shastfall nf 189 JPME Phase 1} grackiales in joint billets.
Factors contribuling b this shortfull were the timing of atiendance, the asaignment of
Navy graduates to other than joint billets, the smpty seats caused by latc withdrawals, and
the throughput at the Asmed Forces Staff College due 1 ity limited capacity. ‘The
shortage of JPME Phase V-trained officers Limited the level of joint expertise required by
the Goldwstar-Nichols Act.”

Commant: The shortfall has nothing to do with AFSC capacity, bul rather the timing of
sitendance and assignment of graduates (o other thas a joint billet. AFSC's annual outpue
of 900 officers easily meets the requiremant if Services easure graduates attend at the
peopar time aad gn 11 & joine sasignment after graduation

2 Page i, Pars. 2

Exaluation Results: “The AFSC JPME Phase 11 12.week course was too long and could
bo shortensd without sacrificing the qualily of the education. .

Comment. The visiting DOD IG members did not review ur snalyce the cumtent of the
curriculum. Without this scrutiny, aay “length of the course™ and “quality of education”
discussion goss beyond the resim of the study. Nots: In Appendix A. Evaluation
Procesa, Scnpe and Methadnlogy, the sentence “We did not review or analyze the content
of the JIPME Phase 1l cutriculum.” should follow the sentence outlined abovs.

3 Page 2
Rrofestional Military Education Fancl. *....10 1991, the intermediate coursc wis
expanded to 12 weeks. in 1994, leFSCulmnwdedmmmwumto 12 weeks

Comments: As writtcn, these seateaces imply that AFSC made the decision to increase
the course langth. Recommend replace with ibe following" “.. .In 1994, us directed by
the Joint Staff ¢, AFSC expanded the intermediate course 1o 12 weeks. In 1994, s
required by public law **, the AFSC slso expanded Lhe senior course to 12 weeks,

* DISM-634-9) did S Juoe 1991

** Section 663 oftitle 10 U S cods required thut not lster than 1 January 1994, the
duration of the principal cuurse uf instruction st the Armed Forces Stafl College be pot
feaa than three months in duration.
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4 Paye S,

Raquitements of the Galgwateg-Nichols At “....The Goldwater-Nicbols Act
requivement that $0 percent of the DAL billets -nl be filled by ISOs ar SO nominees
was not being met.”

Commen: Recoomended for clasity “ . Goldwater-Nichols Act requires each Service
W ereure that spproximately 5O percent aUDM. billets are filled with JSOx, JSO
mominess, or Critical Occupationst Specialty (COS). Title 10, Sec 661 provides a break
duwn of euch category (37.5 percent ~JOS/ISU noms and 12.$ percent -CUS).
NDU/AFSC annual quotas ars besed oo 37.5 percent of the TDAL.

s Page 6:
Jiming of Attsrddance Pirst para, line 5 states *.....However, limited capacity at the
AFSC preciuded most officers assigned 10 joint billets (rom gouing tu the IME Phase 11
coursc TDY co route. Officess who aitend the AFSC TDY wn route subsequently count
a5 JPMES Phase Il gradustes for the entice 30-moath joint tour. (n acsdsmic year 1996,
264 officers (30 percent) who completed JME Phase H at the AFSC were TDY aa routs
ku suaderaic yeur 1997, 200 (33 pervent) wars TOY en route.”

Comment. Altbough AFSC caa only sheorb 300 studeais per class, the problem with
TDY enroute statistics has nothiag 10 do with AFSC capacity but rather services
policies The June class, which should be filled by the Services entirely with

assignment
TOY en route officers 10 capitalize on 1SS graduativas, was filled wt 3 62 percem TLY cn
route rale  The September, Janury, snd Murch classes have been filled at » 14 percem

rate The problem lies in servica assignment priorities nut AFSC capucity. AFSC's
capacity will easily support 3 60-70 percent sanial TDY en route rate vice the current 33
percant anoual rate, but the Scrvices migt sond the officers TDY en route 10 achisve this

Ty
Timiggof Atlandance Fiest para ling 4 states ... that, optimally, officers should
complete their joint education prior 1o or within the first yeat of their joint
swigaments....”

Swecond para, line 7 tates “Services sad joins activitics are required 1o schedule snd
relunre joint ufficery for course smtendance ax early in their joint tours a3 possible within
the firmt yoar....”

Commants: The fieat psragraph states that it is nptimal if officers attend during their first
year whareas the second peragraph mentioned sated that it is a requirsment  These two
panagraphs are inconsistent.

6. Page 7.

Revised

i ] Milit; ation P | Ciraduates:
Altbou.h CICS Inatruction 1300.0) suthorizes the president of ihe National Defense
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Univeraity 10 resliocato unfiiled usiversity speces, that level of control is 0ot practical,
a0d organizations iavolved in the scheduling process staed it was not clesr which office
adjudicates the question of moving uaiilicd billets fom oo Service to anathey. ™

Caomments. All Services are suthorized to tum their uafilled quotas in to the J.7 for
distribution 10 the other Servives if nocessary. The student sest formuls was provaded by
the College Ranource Manager, In the past the Scrvices have ulilized this procadure
when turaing ia quotes and requesting additional quotas  All of these requcats were
worked persoaally by L.CDR Mol formally of the J-7.

7. Page 7.

Limited Capagity. “The capucity of the AFSC was o significant factor in the shortage of
JPME Phase Il graduates Less than half of aff officans sssigned to joint billets bud
sttended JPME Phase )] .. .~ .

Comments: Service assigament policies, not AFSC capacity are the cawse of JPME
gaduate shorlages. APSC was designed by Congress tu produce Phase 11 educsted
officers (JSO nominees). Goldwater-Nichals Act requires wach Service (o enause that

50 peccest of JDAL billets are {liled with JSOs, ISO nominees, or Critical
Occupational Specialty (COS). Title 10, Sec 661 provides a breuk down of esch cstegory
(37.5 parcent ~JOSWISO noms and 12.5 percent -COS). NDU/AFSC sanual quowss arc

based om 37.5 percent uf'the JDAL.

Page 7 ' Page 1V
“The Pilot Program; “A goal of this program is 10 maximize the sumber of officers who go
TDY 10 thy cousse sn route to thalr join assignnient.”

Comiment. Although ons goul was specifically identified, the program was cstablished for
a number of ressons. (1) improve TDY es route (2) improve quality of life issues (3)
imprave logistical wpport and (4) improve administzative preparation. It abuuld be aoled
the Pilot Prograce officially sarted with the Juu 97 cluss although coordination had heen
wurking fos severs! months prior 10 the official start date

» The TDY en roure percontage for the fune 1997 clans was 62% en route and the
ovenall percentage for the entire scademic year war 11%.

o Improved quality of lifc issuss: Prior to the program, thers was u substaatial sumber
of students who were aotified of their class assignment at the last minute causing
Iack of preparation prior to coming 10 the cowse and difficuhics making family
strangements for theks family membors  Since the implemsentation of the program,
lats student actifications have decrmsed from 38% (97-2V/25) to 12% (Y8115)

o Improved logistical supporvcoordiastion: Prior 1o the Pilut Mogram there was o
sumber of officers in each class who reported 10 AFSC expscting to attend claws
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without the proper Service suthorization and expecting to be placed in a cluss seat In
the pust the studunts werc accepied at AFSC because the documentation was poorly
kopt of nonexdstent which mads it difficult in enforcing the policy pot to sdmnt the
nudest However, the Pilol Program cloarly documunts the courdination sad it slso
properly identifias the studcais to assend ASPC in addition to keoping all concerned
purties | o. Comumands, the Sarvicm, and AFSC informwd of any last minute changos
and wity the changes ovcurred. Since the implomentation 8 rero parcert walk-in ratc
for 9741 738 & Y8-3V/18 has been achieved Studeats and their communds are
atilied aaslior of thois projected atteondance Since messages we coordinated with the
Commasds 120 days privr 10 the stant of class, Whis alisws the comnmand to beer plan
for theis officer's absences whea they are attending school.

o Improved Administrarive Praparstion: Sisce the implementation of the Pilot Program
hwwhwmummmm and improved.
The mudent's seminas wuignments, numciags, desk strips, and schoo! nuters are
prepared in sdvance as upposed 10 the last misute. ‘Ihe udents assignment 10 the
wmmsmm Officer Quarians are onordinated and finalized soonsr In the past
these activities werc occurring 1o some cases the Friday pnnr th the start of class.
With the uplemanuuon of the Pilot Program these activiies are vompleied on the
average 2 weeks prios to the stan of class

Lanly, the Pilot Program can oaly improvc if' sll parties are taking an active rolc ifa
student is assigned 10 8 command, the Service has no control as to whether or not the
student will actuslly repont fur class becauss it is up W the command to actually releasc
the studant 10 atiend AFSC

9 Page ¥ A 3. "We recommend the Director, Joint Staff, i order (o reduce lale
wilhdrawals and prevent cmpty sests at the Joint Professinnal Mshmy Fducation Phase i
courses at the Armed Forces Staff College, designate 8 single point of contact to
coordinate last minute substtutions.”

Lomnent; The Services slrsady work through one single POC st J-7 when dealing with
the student quotas The Services wurk vory bard in filling all of the quitas as represared
by the curent class dats Class 98-21 had & quots ul 137 and the actual fitl was 141 and
Clasa 93-28 had a quota of 32 and the sctual was 31, ‘The Services me wtilizing their
stand-by rosters, but the botam Line is, if th¢ commands do oot release the student then
the seat will go uafilled.

10 Pagell:

Finding 8., “The AFSC JPME Phasc 11 §2-week course was 100 long and could be
shoriened without sacrificing the quality of the oducation......"

Commenis: This assartion was not supported by aay anslysis or Factual dats in yuur
The curriculum was not discussed duriag your visit and therefore could not have

been adequately analyzed to make this amertion

Final Report
_Reference

Page 10

Page 11
Revised
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Page 11 11, Pagelo.

. Course Length Could Be Shartened: “.....No longes do students arrive at the AFSC with
Revised limited knowledge of joint operations as they did in the past. An unquantifiable number
of students have been exposed 10 jointness through pantitipation in joint operations
ranging from Operation Desert Storm to Operation Joint Endeavor in Bosnis....”

Comment: These statements are unfounded. Incoming students are tested via a pretest,
which measures application of these issues. Trended data (from as far back 23 1994 to
the present) indicate the sverage pretest score is 45 percent, suggesting students coming
from JPME ] have NOT mastered a brosd knowledge of joint issues. The question of
Phase | student competencies has been discussed by faculty and leaders in both the Phase
1 and 11 schools, and it is apparent that additional testing instruments should be developed
10 measure constructs such as outgoing Phase 1 knowledge or incoming Phase 11
knowledge.

Additiopally oo the end-of-class survey students are asked about the amount of
review of Phase | material they received in Phase 11 (See Graph 1). Consistently students
said they either were sstisfied with the amount of review materia) (opinions ranged from
60 to 73 percent) OR would like 10 see it increased (opinions ranged from 11 10 24
percent). The percentage of students who would like to see review decreased is usvally
higher with students stiending June to September, who often come to AFSC direcily from
Phase I schools. Data generated from students themselves indicate that over BO percent
of AFSC graduates think the amount of review is about right or would like to see it
increased.

%)  ves N 0 913 P4 N4
308 Chus

Page 11 12, Pagelo.

Combatant Commangd Besponses: “Personnel at all nine combatant commands reported
the JPME Phase I program st the AFSC was too long. While the combatant commands
did not want to sacrifice the quality of joint education provided at the AFSC, all nine
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wwnmands indicated the currens 12-wesk JPME Phase Ll courses could be shortened to
sight or aine wecks, while nill meimalaiag ihe same quality of joint edutstion.”

Commants: Ispossible 1o derermine without smalyzing AFSC's oducatiunal
nxuiTcants and the cusriculum, Mdunmmwm-hcyouwmpeunbe
stwdy and 30t supportad by snalysis

, Page 12

13,  Pagel$,

Giraduats Responsas: “Whes AFSC graduates, serving in joine billets, and suparvisoes of
graduates ot the Combatam Comemands and the Juins Stalf were interviewed, 74 percent
iadicated JPME Phass I st the AFSC was too lury, and the course objectives could be
antsined is 8 shorter period of time.” ....*The AFSC will now include s question shout
course Jangth ia their survoys v all graduaws snd thewr supervisars ”

Commans' At the suggestion orvumng members of the DOD 16 tcam. the Asscsamem
Division seff drafted » sew quention that was added 10 the chd-of-class survey
distributed 10 students when they bave completod the Phasc 4l program. The guestion
askod the stiudents what they thouy!ix the fength of the Phuse Il program sbould be. Sixty-
six percent (75 studeats) of the Class 93-1 studmts stated the jength should be left as is,
12 weeks. (See Graph 2) Comments trom students included, "I agree the length of the
program i satisfactory, HHOWEVER, for most of the courscs there is WAY TOO MUCH
contect time,” “Kesp it asis There sbould be another fixcus study, they really dnive the
point home,” “mwwwuummm placuing and increass
multinational/coalition forces iraining.” snd “The length is ok  There is plemy of time in
the courss. Need to make botter use of available time.” {n tact, several vtudents agresd
that course length should be incroased to 1] or 1S weeks, giving such reasony as, “Must
inciude more discussion of multisational and pesce support opetstions. Cusliuon warture
is & tuct of Life,” “More emphasis on service capabilitics and assets!” and “{ think the
finul excicise could be fengihenod to allow she development of the process and products.”

Graph2
The overall length of the JCSOS class should be:

»
]
R —
(] - Fe -
Shorter Leager

Similar to the end-of=class survey remutts waere students felt the coursc lsngth

was about right, the Gradusie snd Suparvisor Survey (sdministered six months following
graduation) date indicatc that JCSOS's curriculum is useful to both the graduates and
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their supervisors (Graph 3). Keeping in mind thal AFSC’s gradustes are assigned to over
nine dilferent functions) areas, i 0. J-1, -2, ..0-9, these are very high results. A review of
writton comments from the last seviryl years was conducied and the following geners)
statcments can be mede

1. Even when oll comree work is not wtilized in a particulws job, the
graduate finds vakue fom the joint pencess utilized ot AFSC.

2. Srudents often will comment that thiy was a good course while rarely
Rating it was a bad course.

3 Only ous studet stated that the coune was 100 long.

Graph 3
“How Useful Is The JCSOS
Curriculum?”

SERBEBERE

4. Pagell.

Reducing Courss Length and Ingreasing Tlwoughmut. ~A reductioa in the course length
Gom the current 12 wesks t 8 ar 9 wecks would result i an incioase 1 production time.
commands would be ablc 10 uss their joint officers for mwrs of their tours "

Commens: Course lenyth should nut be addressed without substantive review and
wnalysis of the curriculum,

1S. Page 12,

Bedusing Couras Leagiliand tngmasiog Ihroughoul: “Addivionally, s reduction in
coune leagth would allow the AFSC %0 incrense the aumber of JPME If intermediate
classes from four 10 five per year.”

: Course laagth should not be addressed without substantive seview and
analysis of the cuwiculum.

18, Pagel2
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Luotential Economics and Efficienciss: *“The Services would have Jower per diem costs,
including ludying and mes! allowsscs (or cach JPMLE Phase | studenl. Reducing the
puurse feagth 10 § wesks would reduce overall pes diem costa by $ 1,529 per persoo
Even addiag another class of 200 10 225 officers Yo the Ay Forpes S1alf Collcge
echedule, DOD would still reslize $700,000 10 $775,000 in funds put 10 better use
annyally ia the forms of lowsred pes diem costs. The amount would be somewhat reduved
by the sdditional sransportalion of $95,000 to $107,000 snnually (approximalely 3475)
and would resulkt in fuads pur 1o bettar uve in the amount of $593,000 o $680,000. Based
oo the Puture Yaary Defenss Plan (FYDP), that could amount from $3.¢ aillion 0 $4.1
millon Yor DOD over 8 $-ysar period. The overall amuund of reduced expenditures
would be changed if the courss ware reduced 10 9 weeks instead of 8 weeks. A reduction
in coures Jength (o 9 weeks would rewulkt Ia funds put 10 better use in the smount of
$163,000 w $259,000 snmully considering lowsred per dicm conty and sdditional
trangportation costs. See Appcadin D for funbws details ™

Cammant This study did not incorporate say curriculum analyses (o dstermine quality
versus quastity issues  Thereforc, the premisce (shonmd without ucnﬁcwa the quality
of education) for determining the fiscal economies i not valid Cost saving can be
realized at the expease of negatively impacting the quality of education
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U.S. Pacific Command Comments

COMMANDER IN CHIEF, U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND
{USCINCPAC)
CAMP H.M. SMITH, HAWAJ) 9568614028

Joo4
5040
iG Ser: 12

22 Apr 98

To:  Director, Readiness and Logistics Support Dirsctorate, Office of the Inspector
General, Depariment of Defense, 400 Army Navy Drive, Arfington, VA 22202-
2884

Subj: EVALUATION REPORT ON JOINT PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION
PHASE Il /PROJECT NO 7RB.9038) .

Ref: (a) DoD IG Draft of Proposed Evaluation Report, 27 Feb 98
1. Concur with the findings and recommendations in ref (a) repor.
2. We wish to provide the following comments:

| a. Finding A - Shortage of JPME Phase Il graduates.

(1) USPACOM has numerous non-JPME Il graduates filling joint billets. Many of
these officers will depart our command without completing Phase Il. Some incoming
personnel do not meet requirements of the JSO billet. This command has experienced
some problems over the last three years getting qualified JSOs to fill JSO-designated
billets. Asking the Services to request a waiver to assign a non-JSO (o a JSO-
designated billet or moving the JSO designation to another billet is not appropriate;
training the right number of officers with the right skills is appropriate.

(2) Recommend the Services select officers to attend Phase il based on the skills
required of JSO billets. For example, do not send an Air Force personnel officer to
Phase |i when there is no requiremant for an Air Force personnel officer JSO billet.

(3) Strongly support the racommendation of a single POC to identify last-minute
fills for late withdrawals. Many officers in this command are prepared to respond with
minimum notification.

b. Finding B - JPME Phase Il course length. Strongly agree with shortening the
course without diminishing the quality of education. We have made that
recommendation thres times over the past three years, based on feedback from
graduales. While there is concem that this will take congressional action, it is now time
to pursue congressiona! authority in order to fine-tune this important course and
conserve valuable resources.
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Subj: EVALUATION REPORT ON JOINT PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION
PHASE Il (PROJECT NO. 7RB-5038)

c. Additional Point. We recently became aware of an AFSC proposal to changs
the Phase |l course from four classes a year o three. We have expressed our
concems to the Joint Staff J1 and J7. Four other joint commands suppori our

concems.

(1) The proposed AFSC change will result in canceling the September 1998 class
and the loss of 240 seals with no apparent plan to absorb the loss.

(2) Changing the June class to July will force some officers to take leave
departing 1SS-leval schag!, and they must isave scihooi within five aays of graduation,
but are not allowed to sign into AFSC until three days prior to classes beginning.

(3) The AFSC proposal is in direct conflict with some of the recommendations
made in referenced DoD IG draft report.

3. POCs are COL Shephard {DIG) and COL Colaw (J11) st DSN 477-5101 or 477

1369, respectively.

JOSEPH E. DEFRANCISCO

Lieutenant General, USA

Deputy Commander in Chief/
Iinspector General
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27 Mar 98

MEMORANDUM PORDOD.IO. ATIN: CAPT LAWSON

" SUBJECT: Evaluation Raport ca jolnt Professional Military Education Phase I (Project No.
TRB-9038) : :

but we concur with each of the findings.
2. Finding A. Shortags of JPME Phase 1 graduates.

8. Coocur, thers is s shortfall of JPME Phase Il graduates as compared with joint billets,
Howsver, USCENTCOM has not historically sxperienced problems filling Joint Critical billets
with Joint Specialty Officers (JSO). . ’

b. Concur with recommendations for correstive action. Sending officers 1 the Armed Forces
SfY College en routs 1 Joint billets and sending officers within their first year of & joint
assignment will maximise the officer’s contributions w this command.

3. Finding B. JPME II courss Jength.

s Concur with Finding B, JPME Phass 1l course length. This command is in favor of
veducing the course length 10 sither aight or nine weeks. Raducing the length of the course will
increass the time on station and the productivity of the officers concerned. Additionally, edding
mnmmmumwwwymumwaommmumumm
a

b. Coocur with the recommendations for comrective action pestaining to Finding B. The
wowrse must be reviswed 10 determine the actual accepisbie course length and recommended
changes to Title 10 must bs mads. y

4. POC for this action is Col Horne, CCI1, Director of Manpower and Personnel, $13-328-5863.

f%dw

UsMe
Brigadier Ounerul,

1. ©CIG concaws with the report. There are ssveral polnts we wish to bring to your attention,
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This report was prepared by the Readiness and Logistics Support Directorate, Office of the
Assistant Inspector General for Auditing, DoD.

Shelton R. Young

Lieutenant Colonel Gary L. Williams, United States Army
Major Robert D. Gibson, United States Air Force
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Pamela Steele-Nelson
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